Thurston County Mineral Resource Lands
Draft Designation Options Public Hearing
March 7, 2018

The summary provided is intended to capture the main points of a public comment and is not intended to be a verbatim representation of the comment. Please
see the referenced comment for the full public comment. If a comment is not listed, but was submitted as part of the record, please contact Thurston County

Comment
Number

1

2

Name

David Lindeblom

Michelle & James
Brigham

staff as soon as possible.

Comment Summary

(Feb. 17, 2018) Opposed to the prohibition against selling minerals.
Please place statement in law allowing a private landowner to sell
basement spoils if they wish to do so. Incidental mineral discoveries on a
small scale (< 1 acre) should be allowed on a limited basis. Opposed to
government of any kind proposing limits of personal freedoms.

(March 5, 2018) The easy way out is to declare the entire county as
designated mineral lands based on geology. There is a huge amount of
gravel that is not on your maps. Establish a guideline for anybody to sell
from their acreages when they have a surplus. | am told that | cannot sell
my sand and sandy loam and have to spread it on top of my own land, yet
others tell me this is a high quality product golf courses would be
interested in. Why can’t | sell this? Don’t limit operations without due
process.

Concerned with new draft options. Why is their parcel and neighboring
parcel designated, when both parcels have wetland buffer. Surrounding
areas that are designated are otherwise undevelopable. Pollutants would
run into Wheeler Creek and the Nisqually River.

Requested current Mineral Lands designation map.

Staff Response

This update does not restrict in any way the
sale of mineral resources; it determines
which areas commercial mining may seek a
permit. Not all mining requires a permit; for
example mining for a personal driveway or
to maintain a forest road. This update
would increase the areas eligible to apply
for a permit.

Responded to Michelle. Designation does
not mean permitting. This process serves
to identify which properties have minerals
of long-term commercial significance. Some
areas may be excluded based on criteria
available. Some criteria is better addressed
at the permit scale. Provided links to
current map M-43 and options under
consideration.
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Comment

Number Name Comment Summary Staff Response

3 Cornelia O’Leary The following should be considered: 1) All minerals mined from Thurston =~ Comment received.
County MRL can only be sold/used within the county; 2) seems to protect
prospective permit holders, and provide little protection to local
residents; 3) 1,000 foot distance is insufficient to protect from noise,
health and property impacts; 4) presence of critical areas on site; 5)
provide resource use notice; 6) 20.30B.010 minimization of conflict with
surrounding land use; 7) minimum 5 acres parcel size; 8) review of critical
areas; 9) mineral lands shall not include habitats of threatened or
endangered species — with gopher habitat removed is there much left?;
10) no negative impact on surface or ground water; 11) 20.30B.010 uses
“shall” or “must” whereas same requirements in comprehensive plan
state “may”
4 Lance Rahey Put the welfare and safety of people first ahead of business interest and Comment received.
activities. Exceed the minimum requirements to keep commercial mining
activities away from residential areas.

5 Grace Kronenberg Do not co-designate long-term agriculture as mineral lands. Comment received.
Thurston League of
Women Voters Long Term Agriculture is too precious to co-designate. A 14% loss of LTA

for a 1.6% gain in Mineral lands designation is a severe cut to farmland.
Reclamation of LTA after mining is lengthy and expensive, and might not
result in viable farmland. Farmland is necessary for increased population
too.
6 Walter Jorgensen Do not co-designate long term agricultural lands. Comment received.

7 Lee Riner Do not co-designate long term agricultural lands. Comment received.
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Number
8 Maureen Canny Do not co-designate long term agricultural lands. Comment received.
Thurston County is gravel rich, meaning we have much more than is
needed for the County. We should not become an exporter of resources
that will degrade our ecosystems, landscapes and infrastructure. Please
protect areas identified as “critical” areas. Please include County
regulations so that permit seekers have to abide by all the rules for a
sustainable future.
9 Phyllis Farrell Do not co-designate long term agricultural lands. Comment received.
10 Carol Gross Do not co-designate long term agricultural lands. Reclamation is lengthy Comment received.
and expensive.
11 Julie Frick Do not co-designate long term agricultural lands. Comment received.

12 Melanie Boots Do not co-designate long term agricultural lands. Comment received.
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13 Nancy Rogers, Recommends Draft Map Option #1. This option designates the entire 594 =~ Comment received.
Cairncross on behalf = acre parcel known as the Segale Gravel Mine.
of Segale Properties
In 2012, the County issued a formal determination that the entire parcel
is a legal non-conforming mineral extraction site (copies enclosed).
Because the site is legal non-conforming, any permitting for expansion of
this mine will be conducted to DNR, including environmental review. The
County will be able to provide comments at time of permitting.

(March 7, 2018) The Planning Commission must recommend adoption of
1A, or give direction to County staff to do additional work and bring back
additional options for review. Only map 1A meetings state law
requirements. On the June 15, 2017 memo to the Planning Commission,
Thurston County’s MRL history is summarized. The GMHB approved the
County’s designation criteria when the County removed the prohibition
on co-designation of MRL with forest lands and critical areas. Therefore,
proposals shown on options #2 and #3 are illegal. Next, it also violates
GMA to under-designate, as shown on maps 2 and 3. To conform with
state law, we ask the commission to recommend adoption of 1A.

14 Diane Crutcher Do not co-designate long term agricultural lands. Comment received.

In 2006, Jeavons of Ecology Action demonstrated 75% of the planet is
unable to grow food, due to oceans, urbanization, deserts, etc. Protect all
existing agricultural lands.
15 Dr. John Ruhland Please do not designate more of Thurston County for mining. Mining Comment received.
causes pollution to air, groundwater, noise and traffic. Please reduce the
amount of land designated for mining.
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Comment
Number

16

17

18

19

20

Name

Victoria Harper-
Parsonson

Chantal Lafont

Iris A. Moore

Catherine Alexander

George Mye Jr.

staff as soon as possible.
Comment Summary

| oppose the proposed legislation to update the Mineral Lands
Designation.

Concerned of the following: 1) In summary of the Plan, “May” is used
rather than “shall” or “must”; 2) In view of the map for the protected
gopher, is there any land left? The two plans seem to be in conflict; 3)
Critical areas examined at time of designation sounds open to potential
unjustified rapid changes; 4) the 1,000 foot distance is insufficient to
protect from noise, health and other property impacts; 5) there is not
much there to protect property rights and values from mining operations.
Mining in designated areas of Thurston County is a dirty idea. Proposed
areas are near water sources and wells. Has the County done an
Environmental Impact Study on these areas yet?

Mining in residential areas does not have the best interests of the
environment and the people’s safety and well-being in mind.

Bald Hills is one of the areas being considered for designation. This area is
mostly residential and small farms. | am against having Bald Hills be
designated for mining. Mining would contaminate our aquifer, air,
decrease property value and impact quality of life.

Staff Response

The Growth Management Act requires
counties to designate mineral lands of long
term commercial significance as part of
their Comprehensive Plan (RCW
36.70A.170). Counties must approach
designation as a county-wide process, and
not review designation on a parcel-by-
parcel basis (WAC 365-190-070(1))
Comment received.

Designation does not imply that mining-
related activities will occur there.

SEPA will be required as part of the
Comprehensive Plan update. Additionally,
SEPA is required at the site-level for any
permit application to mine.

Comment Received.

Designation does not imply that mining-
related activities will occur there.


http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.170
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.170
https://app.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=365-190-070
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Comment
Number

21

22

23

Name

Nancy Spain

Howard Glastetter

Daniel Meifert, Bald
Hills

staff as soon as possible.

Comment Summary

| am in opposition of proposed mining in residential areas of Thurston
County. The Bald Hills area is highly populated and not an appropriate
place for mining.

In April 2017, | attended the Mineral Lands Planning meeting. Previously, |
was an alternative citizen representative on the Mineral Lands Task Force
in fall of 2003. The April 19, 2017 meeting opened with a discussion of
Thurston County to designate all potential mineral lands, rather than a
site by site basis as is done now. This is a state requirement. This was also
a discussion in 2004.

Thurston County is gravel rich. During the 2017 meeting, | asked “will
there be any effort by Thurston County to limit the exporting of gravel
out of the County?” Mike Parsons of Black Lake Resources also
commented that only 6% of gravel mined in Thurston County stays in
Thurston County.

There should be tight rules about impacts of mining next to contiguous
property. Turbidity of wells should be considered. Mining below the
water tables should be avoided as this can disturb aquifers and lower well
water levels. Reclamation rules should be tight and enforced.

| oppose opening the County to mining. This would degrade the quality of
life.

Staff Response

Comment received.

County staff followed up on these
questions regarding supply and demand in
their December 6, 2017 and January 17,
2018 meetings with the planning
commission (link). Importing and exporting
was discussed at these meetings.

Per the Surface Mining Act (RCW 78.44)
Reclamation permits are required from
DNR for all surface mining operations that
disturb more than 3 acres, mine slopes
greater than 30 feet high, or disturb more
than 1 acre in an 8 acre area. Reclamation
permits differ from mine to mine.

The Growth Management Act requires
counties to designate mineral lands of long
term commercial significance as part of
their Comprehensive Plan (RCW
36.70A.170). Counties must approach
designation as a county-wide process, and
not review designation on a parcel-by-
parcel basis (WAC 365-190-070(1)).



http://www.thurstoncountywa.gov/planning/Pages/pc-meetings.aspx
http://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=78.44&full=true
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.170
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.170
https://app.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=365-190-070
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24 Bob Metzger The Plan needs to incorporate the best available information and be as Comment received.

realistic as possible. | strongly support a modified Option 2 Mineral Lands

Designation because it considers most existing critical areas and high

density residential developments. It provides the most realistic

assessment of areas that might be feasible to mine under existing law and

policy. Option 2 needs to be strengthened by:

1. Excluding wetlands in the current county wetland inventory
from proposed mineral designation. This was done in Option
3 but was not included in Option 2. Category 1 and 2
wetlands are designated Critical Areas under Thurston County
code (20.30B.030.1.f.ii.) It makes no sense not to use the
available wetland information for long-term planning at this
point. There will always be an opportunity to adjust wetland
delineations and boundaries at the site scale at the permit
phase.
2. Excluding any areas within 1,000 feet of existing platted sub-

divisions from proposed mineral designation. There are
numerous platted residential sub-divisions outside of the
urban growth boundary that may not meet the density
required for LAMIRDs. The criteria requiring at least sixty
percent of the area within one thousand feet of a site must
have parcels five acres in size or larger will likely address
many existing residential areas, but not all.

| am opposed to Option 1 as it does not attempt to address residential or
existing concerns. It overstates the amount and location of land that
would realistically by available. | am also opposed to option 3, which
considers some environmental issues, but not all. The legend for Option 3
is misleading because it infers that only mining proposals for wellhead,
habitat, or wetlands would need additional review. All proposed mineral
extraction activities will need additional review. Finally, Option 3 places
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Number Name Comment Summary Staff Response

the burden of proof on the County to evaluate and reject mineral
developments that conflict with critical areas.

| am strongly opposed to co-designated mineral lands and long-term
agricultural lands. The Comprehensive Plan must set priorities and
identify the best long-term use. | encourage the Planning Commission to
reconsider co-designation of mineral lands and long term forestry. Rather
than co-designated mineral lands and long-term forestry lands, a more
realistic approach would be to include small rock pits.
25 Olivia Mining destroys. It can impact air and water. Please reconsider. Comment received.

26 Norma Klinger Concerned of the following: 1) In summary of the Plan, “May” is used Comment received.
rather than “shall” or “must”; 2) In view of the map for the protected
gopher, is there any land left? The two plans seem to be in conflict; 3)
Critical areas examined at time of designation sounds open to potential
unjustified rapid changes; 4) the 1,000 foot distance is insufficient to
protect from noise, health and other property impacts; 5) there is not
much there to protect property rights and values from mining operations.
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27 Sam Merrill, Black We support Option #2 with modifications. This option would be stronger =~ Comment received.
Hills Audubon by excluding current county wetland inventory.
Society

We are not in support of co-designation of long term agricultural lands.
The County has a very small portion of agricultural lands that do not need
further conversion pressures.

The legend of Option #3 states that some designated mineral lands “may
require further review at the permit level, based on environmental or
land use factors”. This statement is misleading because all designated
lands will require additional environmental review for mining. We request
that this information be placed on all maps to avoid any confusion that
designation allows extraction activities.

Staff has emphasized that all mining operations undergo review at the
permit level. In reality, a citizen challenge of a mine permit is a huge
endeavor requiring immediate notification, sufficient funding and time to
prepare a position, legal representation and expert opinions. Additionally,
the aggregate and hard rock needs of the County are much smaller than
those of urban areas. Please consider and plan for the possibility of an
excess of mining proposals.

28 Janet Ferrari | urge the Planning Commission to reject any plans that would impact Comment received.
residential areas. | am concerned with mining impacting fresh water,
rivers, wells, clean air, noise and traffic. Commercial mining would
seriously threaten quality of life.
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29 Dave Lewis, Miles The narrow approach (Option 2) would mostly conform to Chapter 3 of Comment received.
Sand and Gravel the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan, but is in conflict with WAC
365-190-040(7a) and (7b), and other GMA guidelines. The broad
approach appears to be the best approach for designation. Please review
GMA guidelines, the Comprehensive Plan, and TCC 20.30B. When the
GMA requirements and the Thurston County codes match mapping, then
proceed.
30 Loretta Seppanen, There are currently 16,000 acres in Thurston County designated as Long Comment received.
South of the Sound Term Agriculture. Keeping those lands in farm production is vital to the
Community viability of farmland in the region.

Farmland Trust
Of the LTA land, 2,060 acres also have mineral resources and are being
considered for co-designation. It is our recommendation that you do not
co-designate agricultural land with mineral resource land. Please consider
these factors that lead us to oppose co-designation of LTA and MRL:
- Co-designation of LTA as MRL gives a small gain for total mineral
land acreage, but a significant removal in total amount of LTA.
- Reclamation of LTA land after mining is lengthy and expensive
that may not result in viable agriculture.
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31 Kela Hall-Wieckert Co-designation of agricultural land as mineral resource lands proves a Comment received.

direct threat to the conservation of agricultural lands, a stated goal in the
Comprehensive Plan. Option 1A would open up 13% of the County’s LTA
to mining, putting a risk at farmland. This risks to take farmland out of
production for a decade or more and offers only a small increase in
commercial mineral deposits, primarily of Type 3.

When topsoil and subsoil are mixed during mining, the results disturb
topsoil and make farming incredibly difficult. Reclamation of agricultural
lands after mining would require costly additional of soil amendments
and cover crops year after year with no guarantee of success. As
presented by Rian Skov of DNR (1/17/2018), successful reclamation
occurred in other counties such as Grant and Whatcom, with different
soils and farmland uses than Thurston County.
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32 Mary Castle, We recommend that the data be refined further by practical application Comment received.
Weyerhaeuser around the quality and the location from market of the bedrock resources

as required by WAC 365-190-070. The reasons for this request are:

1. Alarge majority of the identified bedrock resource has not been
mapped in detail and our experience in these geologic formations
is that the quality and depths are highly variable. There is also
opportunity for increasing the available mineral resource lands in
areas where thin layers of glacial deposits cover quality bedrock
not shown on current geologic mapping.

2. Transportation and access to market from some resources
located in mountainous areas are challenging topographically and
inaccessible during winter months.

Other comments include:

1. Without simultaneous modifications to the Comprehensive Plan
and Critical Areas Ordinance, the proposed mineral lands
designation will not represent actual minable acreages.

2. The least impact to surrounding communities and environment is
to create a streamlined expansion of existing operations.

3. |If there is no pathway to modify the mineral designation map
options currently presented, our recommendation is Option 1A.
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33 Alex Foster | am strongly opposed to co-designating mineral lands and LTA lands. Comment received.
Most LTA occurs along major waterways (Deschutes, Nisqually, Chehalis),
and these riparian areas are used highly by wildlife. Mining near these
areas will disturb many resident and migratory species. Many of the LTA
areas also have priority wildlife habitat designation. For example, the land
just south of Lake Lawrence is next to waterfowl concentration area.

A parcel cannot be both a mine and agricultural land. Mining is a short-
term use while agriculture is a long-term business committed to good
stewardship to keep the land productive. Mining cannot be restored if the
topsoil is lost. How will mining on LTA lands impact tax and use
guidelines?
34 Kent Canny | do not think we should designate any more gravel resources than what Comment received.
meetings the Counties internal requirements, plus an equal amount that
could be exported. | also oppose gravel designation near sensitive
farmland.
35 Bob Jacobs If any gravel mines leave behind lakes, these lakes should become public = Comment received.
property for public recreational use.
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36 Ryan Ransavage, The mapping proposed is based on new data from AESI, but the mineral Comment received.
Miles Sand and resource overlay was language created with far less applicable data and
Gravel used more specific designation criteria. The current map shows bed rock
with potential economic value, but bedrock is highly variable and won’t
always meet WSDOT standards. Sand and gravel have vast testing to
meet standards, yet are weighted the same as hard rock for MRO
designation. The initial MRO does not adequately address potential
impacts with buffers. There is also no language on expansion of mines.

Miles proposes the following to be addressed:
- Map MRO using AESI’s data as the primary source for reserves,
- Prioritize sand and gravel
- MRO language needs to be based to include information from
AESI
- Allow for mine expansion through Reasonable Use Process
37 Warren Kronenberg = Please protect areas identified as “critical”, agricultural and residential Comment received.
areas from mineral lands designation.
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38 Bruce Chattin, Thurston County has done a good job of obtaining new information from  Comment received.
WACA AESI to characterize mineral resources. Staff correctly points out that the

county has not been in compliance because they have only designated
existing and permitted sources. The documents regularly compromise
some of their own positions on broad or narrow. In the narrow option,
the documents say it could “create an expectation that mineral extraction
is a reasonable use of all properties in the designation”. Based on
geology and as a designated property that is the correct intent to suggest.
However, the documents already dispelled that notion. The narrow
approach would exclude some lands “not eligible” for mining and would
provide a more “realistic” estimate where mining activities would
ultimately occur.

One area where this makes little sense is immediately adjacent to an
existing or active MRL land.

We respectfully ask the commissioners to consider and adopt option #1
and #1A.
39 John and Merry Who decides who gets to dig what on what land? Can private property Comment received.
Whitten owners dig? Our concern is rock pit operations are noisy, pollute, and
have no place in the small farm and rural country.
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40 Steve Hizel, Granite
Rock Company
41 Meryl Bernstein,

Tom Rutledge, &
Wendy Rutledge

staff as soon as possible.
Comment Summary

Mineral lands options before the commissioners fail to meet state
guidelines and goals (RCW 36.70A.020 and WAC 365-190-040(5)).
Adopting any of the proposed options will eliminate large swathes of
viable sand and gravel. The purpose of designation is to protect these
resources from competing development. Designation does not remove
the other permitting requirements that operations must take before
mining.

The planning commission must recommend option 1A to meet state law
requirements of MRL.

Rocky prairie is more than just a prairie. It has many sensitive species and
habitat. Map 3 shows a new designation on prairie land as an area
“where additional review may be needed”. This mention is not sent in
stone.

Staff Response

Comment received.

Comment received.
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